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Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other connments: With respect to the rejection of claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, the Applicant intends the claim to mean that the carrier energy levels of each nanoparticle exhibit an energy 
spacing of approximately 1 eV. (The language of claim 4 is not intended to refer to energy level spacings between one 
nanoparticle and an adjacent nanoparticle.) With respect to the rejection based on the Chen reference. Applicant 
argues that the Chen quantum dot of column 4, line 55, would have a diameter significantly larger that the specified 1 
nm thickness. The examiner believes that a quantum "dot" would be understood by one of ordinary skill as being dot- 
shaped, having approximately the same diameter as thickness. Applicant also argues that one of ordinary skill could 
not make 1 nm diameter silicon nanoparticles without reference to Applicant's specification. There is no ev idence to 
support this claim in the specification. The examiper^id'emiick search and found at least two refengftTcis"1Ital teach 1 
nm diameter silicon nanoparticles (U.S. patent n(b.<407,42^, column 4, line 65, and U.S. patent n^5,703,898v column 
5, line 6). Each of these references teaches howTojri^k^uch nanoparticles, so the examiner belieVea^thatoj^ of^ 
ordinary skill could have made a j nm diamMe^ ~ 
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